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lievethatpooror blankballots,in andby themselves,aretherealproblem
whichneedstobeaddressed.Uselessballotsarea symptomof a largerdisease
towardswhichourattentionshouldturn.Thekeyproblemwhichthispaper
will addressis thatwhenanindividualreceives,or is handedaballotata tour-
nament'thatindividualis notassumingfull responsibilityfor whatthatballot
means.By takingthatballot,thatindividualis notmerelythejudgeof that
panel,buthasin actualitybecometheteacherof eachstudentin thatroom.
Therefore,eachballotmustbeviewedasapedagogicaltoolby thatjudge.
Beforedevelopingsomestandardsforevaluating/judgingindividualevents,
it is necessarytounderstandwhatexactlyaballotshoulddo,andto lookat
someof theproblemssurroundingpresentstandardsandwhynewstandardsare


















mostaptlypointsoutthat"At its essence,forensicsis aneducationalactivity
whichprovidesstudentswith theopportunitytodevelopa highlevelof profi-
ciencyin writing,thinking,reading,speaking,andlistening"(p. 10).
Thesearebuta fewof themanyargumentsavailablefor theeducational





saryfor thejudgetoassumetheroleof teacherin orderfor thisprocessto
transpire.
BALLOT PROBLEMS





As indicatedby thecommentfromthejudgein theintroduction,perhaps
thefJI'St"excuse"forpoor,shallow,or uselessballotsrevolvesaroundthefact
thatmanyjudgesmaynotunderstandtheimportanceof thepedagogicalnature
of ballots.Somejudgesarenot"educators."Theydo notteachin theclass-
roomandjudgeforprofitor asa favorto thehost.Thatthejudgeis responsi-
bleto teachthestudentwithhelpful,effective,constructivecommentsmay
neverhavebeenexplainedtothem.










thetournamentrunningon time.As ajudgebeginsto feelpressureto "stayon









Thefirst is therodeballot Theseareballotswhichreflecta conceited,
selfISh,or non-caringattitudefromthejudge.Theballotbecomesa narcissis-
ticsoapboxandpedagogyis abandoned.Actualballotshavebeenreceivedby
mystudentswith onlyshort,rudecommentsuchas(ADS) "I cameto this
roundexpectingto laugh,butnotatthisspeech,"(6-75).(C.A.) "Polly, it's
niceto seeyou ttyingC.A., butif youplanto stayin thiseventyouarego-
ingtoneeda bettereffort,"(6-70).And myfavoritewenttoa studentwhowas
presentinganinformativespeechonwhyhumanslie. Her attentiongetter
consistedof listing the10mostcommonlies.The solecommenton thebal-
lot (froma well knownfigurein theforensicscommunity)was"You forgot







A second,andjustasdamagingtypeof ballotis the"personalopinion"
ballot Thesearetheballotswherethejudgetakesit uponhim/herselfnotto
judgethestudenton thequalityof theargumentsmade,clarityof organization,
or presentationalskills,butfeelstheneedtomerelyinjectpersonalopinion.
Thereis a differencebetweena scholarlyopinionandapersonalopinion.A
scholarlyopinionis justifiedandwarrantedandconsistsof suchcommentsas
"Your secondargumentis a hastygeneralizationwhenyouassumethat..." or




































thejudgetimeoff in ordertorest By alteringthetimeschedule,thiswill help
toeliminatethe"lackof timeto writea goodballot"argument
4. Judgesneedtobeverballyremindedatopeningassemblies,atthebal-
lot table,in thehallways,etc.,thatcommentson ballotsareessential.
5. Sometypeof possiblefinancialsanctionsmaybeexecuted.Hired
judgesarehiredwiththeclearunderstandingthatfinancialcompensationfor










guidelines.AppendixA to thispaperis apossiblesampleballotguideline


















8.A finalguidelinewhichneedstobediscussedis theeliminationof the
"thisis anold topicfmterp"comment
Yes, manyveterancoacheshaveheardseveralspeechesoncertaintopics,
andit is theresponsibilityof thestudents'coachtopointthispotentialcon-
cernoutto thestudentin practicesessions.However,if a studentreallywants




is appropriatetomentionthisconcernto thestudent,butit shouldnotbecome
afactorin theranking.Thespeechshouldbejudgedfairlyagainstheother
speechesin thatround.This is obviouslynotpromotinga learning,educa-
tionalenvironment
Yes, a topicmaybeold to a veteranjudge,buttheyoungstudenthasnot
beenaroundaslongandthistopicis verynewtothem.It is ourresponsibility
asteacherstoencourageachstudento learnhowtoexploreideas,develop
arguments,presenthoughts,andlearncriticalthinking.
Voltaireargued,"I disagreewithwhatyouaresaying,butI will defendto
thedeathyourrighttosayit."While studyingunderthegreatteacherWayne
Brockriedein graduateschool,I hadtheprivilegeof Waynedisagreingwithmy
ideason manyoccasions.However,no matterwhatthetopic,or nomatter
howmuchhedisagreedwithme,Wayneneverfailedtoteachme,toencourage
51












effectivepedagogicaltools.Manyballotsfail to teachduetolackof under-
standingby thejudgeasto theimportanceof theteachingnatureof ballots,






weaknessesof thepresentsystem.Uselessballotsmustbea partof this
examination.
APPENDIX A
JUDGING GUIDELINES FOR RHETORICAL CRITICISM
DearJudge,
Thankyou for helpingto makethistournamentasmuchof a successas
possible.It is thegoalof thistournamenttoprovideaspositiveof a learning
experienceaspossible.Therefore,yourcommentsoneachballotwill helpto
dothat






























ballotsby engagingin discussionwithcompetitorsduringor immediatelyaf-
tertheround.
TIME LIMITS: A judgemayusehisor herdiscretionin evaluating
whetherocnottheseriousnessof exceedingthemaximumtimeshouldresult




JUOOING PHILOSOPHY: In debate,judgesareencouragedtostatetheir
judgingphilosophyatthebeginningof theroundto facilitatespeakeradapta-
tion.
CALLING CODES IN ROUNDS: Judgesmustcall outspeakercodes
beforetheroundbegins,sothatbothjudgesandstudentswill knowthatthey
arein thecorrectround
WAITING: In IndividualEvents,judgesshouldwaita minimumof one
hourbeyondcommencementof theroundbeforeassumingacompetitoris not
goingto show.In debate,if oneor bothteamsarenotin theroomreadyto
debate15minutesaftertheroundis scheduledtobegin,thejudgeshouldreport
to thetabroom.










BALLOT COMMENTS: To facilitatetheeducationalvalueof theactivity
judgesareencouragedtowritecopiouslyandconstructively.Oralcritiques




2. Try tomakeat leastonepositivecommenton thestrengthof their
performance(Theyreallyneedthestrokes).
3.Focusthecritiqueon behaviorratherthantheperson.i.e. "Try slowing
downyourratetocapturemoreemotion,"ratherthan"You area lousyinter-
preteruwhyaren'tyouin debate?"




i.e. "If youaregoingto focuson twomajorpointsyouwantto makesureto
givethembothequalattention,"ratherthan"You musthavethreepointsin an
impromptuspeech."
6. Focusthecritiqueon thevalueit mayhaveto thereceivernotonthe
valueof the"release"it providesyou.i.e. "I wouldlike tomakethefollowing
suggestionsfor improvement.." ratherthan"It is verypainfulfor meto sit
throughthemostboringrecitationI haveeverheard."
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